coal which he has gathered, to Keystone Filler and Manufac-
turing Co., Inc. of Muncy, Pennsylvania and1 Mike E. Wallace
of Sunbury, Pennsylvania. Keystone Filler combines the
Shingara-Lenig coal with others in order to achieve a par-
ticular ash content, dries the mixture, and grinds it into a
powder which is shipped to customers outside of Pennsylvania'.-

And, at pages 694-695:

Congress intended to regulate commerce to "the maximum
extent feasible through legislation."  S. Rep. No. 1055,
89th Cong. 2d Sess. 1 (1966) U.S. CODE CONGRESSIONAL AND
ADMINISTRATIVE NEWS, 89th Cong. 2d Sess*. 2072,

Even if it were determined that the Shingara coal ,does
not "enter commerce" it must be concluded, under the extremely
expansive intepretations given to the regulatory power of
Congress, that the activity in question "affects commerce"
and is thereby subject to the Act. Cf. Heart of Atlanta Motel
v. U.S., 379 U.S. 241, 85 S.Ct. 348, 13 L.Ed2d 258 (1964);
Katzenback.v. McGlung, 379 U.S. 294, 85 S.Ct* 377, 13 L.Ed.2d
290 (1964).  Although the activity in question here may seem
on first-examination to be local, it is within the reach of
Congress because of its economic effect On interstate commerce.
See Beckman v. Mall, 317 U.S. 597, 63 S.Ct. 199, 87 L.ed, 488
(1942).

The Shingara Court compared the facts of the case to the facts in Wickard
and concluded that "the Shingara coal mining activity, which has an even more
direct impact on the coal market, also 'affects commerce1 sufficiently to
subject the mine from which it emanates to federal control."

In both Kraynak and Shingara, the coal in question was being sold to
parties who were engaged in interstate commerce.  In other mining cases,
such facts were not shown, but the courts nevertheless utilized the seminal
Wickard decision to ''find that the activities in question "affected commerce."
Marshall v. Kilgore, 478 F. Supp. 4 (E.D, Tenn. 1979), involved a specific
agreement between the owner of a coal mine and his buyer that the latter
would sell the coal only within the state and not place any of it into
interstate commerce.  In holding that interstate commerce was still
affected, the Court went back to the following passage from Wickard;

It can hardly be denied that a factor of such volume and
variability as home-consumed wheat would have a substantial
influence on price and market conditions.  This may arise
because being in marketable condition such wheat overhangs
the market and if induced by rising prices tends to flow into
the market and check price increases.  But if we assume thaty
